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that he was unable to explain to the Iranian 
people why he had meant them no harm— 
presumably after the fact. However, if you 
view this as the Bush version of a Freudian 
slip, one obvious conclusion can be drawn: 
that Bush has already made the decision to 
begin the countdown for an attack on Iran, 
and only total capitulation by the Iranians 
could possibly bring the process to a halt. 

Further evidence for this conclusion is pro-
vided by Bush’s repeated reference to Chap-
ter 7 of the United Nations Charter. On three 
separate occasions during the press con-
ference he praised Russia, China and the 
‘‘EU3’’—the United Kingdom, France and 
Germany—for framing the December 23 UN 
Security Council resolution condemning 
Iran’s nuclear activities and imposing eco-
nomic sanctions on Iran in the context of 
Chapter 7—that is, of ‘‘Action with Respect 
to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of the 
Peace and Acts of Aggression’’. 

This sets the stage for the international 
community, under UN leadership, to take 
such steps as may be deemed necessary ‘‘to 
maintain or restore international peace and 
stability’’, ranging from mild economic sanc-
tions to fullscale war (steps that are de-
scribed in Articles 39–51). But the December 
23 resolution was specifically framed under 
Article 41, which entails ‘‘measures not in-
volving the use of armed force’’, a stipula-
tion demanded by China and Russia, which 
have categorically ruled out the use of mili-
tary force to resolve the nuclear dispute 
with Iran. 

One suspects that Bush has Chapter 7 on 
the brain, because he now intends to ask for 
a new resolution under Article 42, which al-
lows the use of military force to restore 
international peace and stability. But it is 
nearly inconceivable that Russia and China 
will approve such a resolution. Such ap-
proval would also be tantamount to ac-
knowledging U.S. hegemony worldwide, and 
this is something they are simply unwilling 
to do. 

So we can expect several months of fruit-
less diplomacy at the United Nations in 
which the United States may achieve slight-
ly more severe economic sanctions under 
Chapter 41 but not approval for military ac-
tion under Chapter 42. Bush knows that this 
is the inevitable outcome, and so I am con-
vinced that, in his various speeches and 
meetings with reporters, he is already pre-
paring the way for a future address to the 
nation. 

In it, he will speak somberly of a tireless 
U.S. effort to secure a meaningful resolution 
from the United Nations on Iran with real 
teeth in it and his deep disappointment that 
no such resolution has been not forthcoming. 
He will also point out that, despite the he-
roic efforts of American diplomats as well as 
military commanders in Iraq, Iran continues 
to pose a vital and unchecked threat to U.S. 
security in Iraq, in the region, and even—via 
its nuclear program—in the wider world. 

Further diplomacy, he will insist, appears 
futile and yet Iran must be stopped. Hence, 
he will say, ‘‘I have made the unavoidable 
decision to eliminate this vital threat 
through direct military action,’’ and will an-
nounce—in language eerily reminiscent of 
his address to the nation on March 19, 2003, 
that a massive air offensive against Iran has 
already been under way for several hours. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. JONES of North Carolina ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GINGREY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.) 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 
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EMPLOYEE FREE CHOICE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from New 
Hampshire (Mr. HODES) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. HODES. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to be here today with other 
Members of the class of 2006, the cau-
cus of the new Democratic Members of 
the House of Representatives, the ma-
jority makers, to talk today about the 
Employee Free Choice Act which we 
passed in this Chamber just a short 
time ago. 

I want to congratulate my colleagues 
on supporting H.R. 800, the Employee 
Free Choice Act, because it is an act 
that helps set a new direction for our 
country. If we can see final passage of 
H.R. 800, it will have a profound impact 
on working people in our country. 

I would like to start with an example 
of why the protection H.R. 800 offers is 
so desperately needed. Last week I was 
home for a work week in my district in 
New Hampshire and I had the oppor-
tunity to meet one of my constituents, 
Emily, a nurse from Concord, New 
Hampshire. She was interested in im-
proving working conditions at the 
nursing home where she worked and 
where she had worked for a long time. 

So on January 12 of this year, she 
reached out to a local union to talk 
about organizing the employees, the 
other nurses, who were working in her 
nursing home. Seventeen days later, 
despite an impeccable history of serv-
ice and excellent reviews, never had a 

bad review, no problems with her per-
sonnel file, she was fired for what the 
home called ‘‘insubordination.’’ 

Now, Emily works long hours in an 
industry that desperately needs quali-
fied people like her. There is a nursing 
shortage. She loves her job and she 
cares about her patients and cares 
about the people she attends to, and 
the folks that she is working with are 
also my constituents. They are people 
who care about the rights of the people 
who are taking care of them and work-
ing with them. 
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Emily deserves to have an advocate 
for safe and healthy working condi-
tions, and she deserves to have a voice 
in her workplace. It is people like 
Emily who need the Employee Free 
Choice Act. It would make what hap-
pened to her illegal, as it should be. It 
would also penalize employers who in-
timidate and harass workers who want 
to join together to negotiate their con-
tracts. 

It is important to note that there are 
thousands of responsible employers in 
our country who are already complying 
with the Act on a voluntary basis, and 
that is a good thing. When a majority 
of their employees sign up to join a 
union, they recognize it. They do not 
discriminate against those who are in-
terested in joining together to exercise 
what ought to be the rights of every 
worker in this country to collectively 
bargain. 

This law that we have passed, that 
we are hoping to see final passage of, 
simply brings the rest of America’s em-
ployers into line with the many who al-
ready acknowledge that their employ-
ees deserve a voice in their workplace. 
This is a bill that honors the integrity 
of work and promotes effective dia-
logue, dialogue between employers and 
the employees who are working with 
them. 

Now, opponents of this bill, many of 
the people on the other side of this 
aisle, point to record corporate profits 
and soaring executive payouts as proof 
that we do not need the Employee Free 
Choice Act. Well, they are right about 
one thing. The rich in this country sure 
are getting richer, and in fact, while 
executive pay has rocketed to 350 times 
what the average worker makes in a 
company, real wages for working peo-
ple have remained stagnant. 

I have got a chart here today, and it 
is a wonderful thing because, as you 
know, this is one of the first sessions 
that we have had as the new Members 
in the Democratic majority, the new 
majority makers, doing what the 30- 
something Working Group has done so 
often on the floor over the past few 
years, educating the American people 
and our colleagues and each other 
about what is going on. They have pio-
neered the use of these kinds of charts, 
and I just want to point out what this 
chart shows. 

This chart shows the value of CEO 
pay and average worker production pay 
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